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BEFORE 'I|HE
SURFACE TRANSPOR FATION BOARD

DOCKET NO. AB-290 (SUB-NO 210X)

NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY COMPANY
~ ABANDONMENT -
IN ATLANTA, FULTON COUNTY, GEORGIA

NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION’S
RESPONSE TO BOARD DIRECTIVE TO SUBMIT
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION PERTAINING TO STAY

The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (“Amtrak™) hereby responds to the Board’s
Decision served January 21, 2009 (the “January 21 Decision™), directing Amtrak to submit
cerlain supplemental information pertaining to the stay sought by Amtrak in this proceeding lor
the reasons set forth below, Amtrak requests that the currently imposcd stay be continued unul
the condemnation proceeding associated with the “Notice of Intent 'l o File Application under 49
U S C §24311(c) To Condemn Certain Rail Carricr Property and Request for Establishment of
Procedural Schedule” (STB Finance Docket No 35215) (“Amtrak Condemnation Notice™), filed
by Amtrak on January 21, 2009, has been concluded.

A. THIS PROCEEDING SHOULD BE STAYED PENDING THE
CONCLUSION OF THE AMTRAK CONDEMNATION PROCEEDING

In the Amtrak Condemnation Notice, Amtrak advised the Board of i1ts intention to file an
apphcation under 49 U S C § 24311(c) to acquire the rail passenger service casement owned by

Norfolk Southern Railway Company (“NS™) over a 4 30-mule railroad linc between mileposts DF
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633 10 and DF 637.40, 1n Atlanta, Fulton County, Georgia (the “Line”) As the Board knows,
the Line — and more particularly. the casement for rail service over the Line that NS retained 1n
2004 when 1t sold the underlying real cslate to a developer (who resold 1t to the Atlanta
Redevelopment Authority 1in 2007) - 15 also the subject of the instant abandonment proceeding

A stay of the effective datc of the abandonment exemption authority requested by NS 1s
critically important to the relicf Amtrak will be pursuing 1n 1ts condemnation application
Amtrak secks to condemn NS’s easement for rail passenger service over the Line because the
routing provided by the Linc 1s critical both for allowing Amtrak’s existing scrvice to access the
Georgia Department of Transportation’s planned Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal (the “Mult-
Modal facility™) in downtown Atlanta and to the development of high speed rail passenger
service 1n the Atlanta area '

Under 49 U S C § 24311(c), the Board has clearly statcd junisdiction to afford Amtrak
the relief’ it seeks, but that junisdiction turns upon the easement in question constituting the
“property of a rail carrier ™ So long as the abandonment exemption does not bccome effective,
the casement — held as 1t 1s by NS - 15 unquestionably subject to condemnation under the
statutory authonity afforded the Board If, however, the abandonment exempuon were to become
effective, NS would have the argument that the easement had ceased to exist, and that because 1t
no longer constituted the “property of a rail carrier,” the Board's junisdiction under49 U S C
§ 24311(c) had ceased 1o apply The Board should ensure that its jurisdiction 15 maintained to
hear Amtrak’s condemnation application, and a stay of the abandonment proceeding 1s the

appropnate means of doing so

: The Georgla Department of Transportation (“GDOT™) filed the imitial application for a

stay of thc abandonment 1in which Amtrak joined

2-
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The Board has faced the same situation once before = In National Railroad Passenger

Corp — Conveyance of Conrail Line 1n Wayne County, MI, Finance Docket No 30898, Decision

(served Oct 6, 1986) ("Wall Track 1”) (see Attachment 1), the Board instituted a condemnation
proceeding in which Amtrak sought 10 acquire a 0 98-mile line 1n the Detroit arca owned by
Conrail and known as the *Wall Track ” Amtrak needed access 1o the Wall Track to serve a
proposed joint intercity and commuter station facility to be located in downtown Detroit At the
time the condemnation proceeding was nstituted, there was an ongoing abandonment proceeding
rclated to the Wall Track To preserve its junsdiction, the Board “held [the abandonment
procceding] in abeyance pending the outcome of [the condemnation| proceeding ™ Id at 1,n |

In a subsequent decision, the Board obscrved that

[I]f the [Board] wcre to allow the pending abandonment proceeding to be
completed prior to the section 402(d) [now, 49 U S C § 2431 1(c)| proceeding,
[the post-abandonment buyer] might not go through with the purchase and the line
could cecase to be a linc of railroad subject 1o our jurisdiction  If that were the
casc, Amtrak's statutory right to acquire the line could be defeated

Morcover, by allowing the abandonment proceeding to continug, [the post-
abandonment buyer] would be able to acquire the subject ine and Amtrak would
be forced to deal with a developer, as opposed to a ratlroad company (onc here
secking to abandon service as contemplated by [the Rail Passenger Service Act],
which could well make the consummation of Amtrak’s intent 1n acquiring the line
and providing the proposed service unnecessarily difficult and more expensive
Therefore, the [Board] properly concluded that holding the abandonment
procecding in abeyance here will fully protect Amtrak’s interest 1n this matter and
1s consistent with the Congressional mandate that Amtrak be allowed to acquire
rail lines necessary for the provision of intercity rail passenger scrvice.

National Railroad Passenger Corp — Conveyance of Conrail Line 1n Wayne County, MI, Finance

Docket No. 30898, Decision at 4-5 (served Dec 2, 1986) (“Wall Track 1I”) (sce Attachment 2)

: References to the Board include 1ts predecessor, the Interstate Commerce Commuission
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Just as the Board held the Wal! Track abandonment proceeding in abeyance while the
rclated Amtrak condemnation procceding was heard, it should do the same here  The stay of this
abandonment procceding should remain in place, thereby preserving the rail passenger service
easement associated with the Line as the “property of a rail carrier,” while the Amtrak
condemnation proceeding related to that easement moves forward

B. AMTRAK’S RESPONSES TO THE BOARD'S SUPPLEMENTAL

INFORMATION DIRECTIVE FULLY SUPPORT CONTINUATION OF
THE STAY

In its January 21 Decision, the Board directed Amtrak to provide supplemental
information with regard to six subjects that bear upon the stay of this proceeding which Amtrak
(and GDOT) has requested In the discussion below, we address each of those subjects 1n order,
and show how each supports continuation of the stay now in effect

1. How the stay sought by Amtrak complies with the standards for
issuance of a stay in Washington Metro. Arca Transit Comm’n v.
Holiday Tours, Inc., S59 F.2d 841, 843 (D.C. Cir. 1977)

Holiday Tours establishes a well-known, four-part standard for issuance of a stay “(1)
Has the petitioner made a strong showtng that 1t 1s hikely to prevail on the menits],]  (2) Has
the petitioner shown that without such relief, it will be irreparably imjured],] (3} Would the
issuance of a stay substantially harm other partics interested in the proceedings[,]  (4) Where
lies the public interest * 559 F.2d at 843. The stay continuation sought by Amtrak squarcly

satisfies each of these criteria

Amtrak’s Likelihood of Success on Merits  As outlined in the Amtrak Condemnation

Notice, Amtrak has a compelling case for condemning NS’s ra1l passenger service eascment on

the Line
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Pursuant to 49 U S C. § 24311(c)(1), where “Amtrak and a rail carricr cannot agree on a
sale to Amtrak of an interest in property of a rail carrier necessary for intercity rail passenger
transportation,” Amtrak may apply to the Board “for an order establishing the need of Amtrak
for the interest and requiring the carrier to convey the interest on reasonable terms, including just
compensation ™ The statute further provides that

The need of Amtrak 1s deemed to be established, and the |Board}, after holding an
expedited proceeding and not later than 120 days after receiving the application,

shall order the interest conveyed unlcss the [Board] decides that —

(A) conveyance would ympair sigmficantly the ability of the carner to
carry out its obligations as a common carrier, and

(B) the obligations of Amtrak to provide modern, cfficient, and
economical rail passenger transportation can be met adcquately by
acquiring an interest in other property, either by sale or by exercising ity
; right of eminent domain under subsection (a) of this section
Id
The statute creates a presumption that, in filing 1ts condemnation application, Amtrak has

demonstrated 1ts need for the rail properly 1o be condemned To overcome that presumption, an

opponent of the condemnation must rebut 1t by making both of the required showings specificd

1n the statute Scc Nationa] Railroad Passenger Corp. v Boston & Maine Corp, 503 U S 407,

' NS has advised Amtrak that 1t 1s not 1n a posithion to sell Amtrak the easement which 1s

the subject of this procceding  Indeed, NS concedes that “[s]uch discussions would not be
productive 1n any event 1n view of provisions in the agreements submitted with [NS]’s January 7,
2008 reply to stay concerming the [NS] cooperation with the purchasers, now succeeded by the
Authority ™ NS Reply to Amtrak Petition To Intervene. at4 n |

! The statute does not require the compensation 1ssue to be decided 1n the referenced 120-
day period Specifically, 1t provides that “[1|f the amount of compensation 1s not determined by
the date of the Commussion’s order, the order shall require, as part of the compensation, interest
at 6 pereent a year from the date prescribed for the conveyance until the compensation 1s paid ™
49USC §24311(c)2)

WDC 065976000020 2251093 v



414-24 (1992) (the opponent “would have to prevail on both the significant impairment and
alternative property 1ssues 1o rebut Amtrak's presumption of need” (1d at 424))

Here, neither of the rebuttal showings can be satisfied As 1o the first, convevance of the
passenger rail service eascment (0 Amtrak would not 1n any respect impair the ability of NS “to
carry out its obligations as a common carrnier ” NS concedes as much 1n secking to abandon the
Line As explained by NS, the Line “has been out of scrvice since the year 2000, (NS Verified
Notuce of Exemption, at 14), “*[n]o traffic has moved over the Line for at least nine years now,”
and “[n]o known prospective shippers arc located on the Line” (NS Reply to Amtrak Petition To
Intervene, at 8) In sum, NS 1s not currently providing any commeon carricr service over the
Line, and has not done so for many years Morcover, even 1f NS had an interest in reiniiating
such service over Linc (which clearly 1t does not), the rail passenger service easement sought by
Amtrak would not interfere with such reinitiation

As 10 the sccond showing. there 1s no other property interest Amtrak could acquire, erther
through sale or exercise of its eminent domain right under 49 U S C. § 24311(a)," that would
adequately meet its passenger service obligations comparable 10 the way thcy would be met
through acquisition of a rail passenger service easement over the Line  The Line 15 a critical link

1n the rail route that would be used by Amtrak’s New York-Atlanta-New Orleans Crescent and

s The current language of the statutc was adopted by Congress 1n a 1994 recodification of

Title 49 of the United States Code, a recod:fication that was “enact{ed] without subsiantive
change ™ Revision of Title 49, Umted States Code Annotated, “Transportation”, Pub L. No
103-272, 108 Stat 745 (1994)

o 49 U S C § 24311(a) provides Amtrak with authonty to condemn through court action
interests 1n property “necessary for intercity rail passenger transportation, except property of a
rail carrier, a State, a pohitical subdivision of a State. or a governmental authority ™
Condemnation of the property of a rail carnier must proceed, as here, before the Board
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future high speed rail passenger trains to access the proposed Multi-Modal facility in Atlanta
This 1s made plain in the August 2008 study prepared on behalf of GDOT by the Volpe National
Transportation Systems Center, entitled “Evaluation of High-Speed Rai! Options in the Macon-
Atlanta-Greenville-Charlotte Rail Corrnidor” (the “Volpe Study™) 7 The study was publicly
released by transportation officials from Georgta, South Carolina and North Carolina on January
8, 2009 (see Attachment 4).
The Volpe Study analysed 11 stations in Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina
located on the Southcast High Speed Rail Corndor (designated by the United States Dcpartment
of Transportation (“USDOT™)) that would be served by mgh speed ra1l Id at 2-3,2-5 Witha
focus on 6 different scenarios. the Study projects that all high speed rail trains would use the
Multi-Modal facility in Atlanta, “which 1s planned to host commuter rail and bus, intercity bus,
and Amtrak trains ” Id at 2-3 The preferred route for accessing the Multi-Modal facility
involves movement over former NS nght-of-way on the East side of Atlanta, including the Line
This routing 1s preferred because
It is a continuous movement through the MMPT, without any mancuverings that
could cause delays or potentially present safety problems The cornidor can be
exclusively dedicated to passenger traffic Although 1t will require new track,
the ROW will allow two tracks and existing structures, though aged|,] exist to
cross almost all streets. Only one potential grade crossing will be required

Id at4-12 By contrast, the alternative routing via the so-called Trunk l.ine Route — a combined

NS/CSX trunk linc on the west side of Atlania — is not a practical alternative  I'his routing 1s

heavily used by freight traffic, and would require passenger tramns to perform complex backup

7 Relevant pages of the Volpe Study are appended as Attachment 3 The entire study can

be found at http //www.sehsr org/reports/hsr/eval_hsr_options,pdf.
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movements on main line tracks 1n order to exit the Multi-Modal facility (the routing does not
permit through movement through the terminal) * Id at 4-16

Securing NS’s existing casement for passenger rail operations 1s therefore an cssential
prerequisite to the operation of Amtrak’s existing scrvice to the planned Multi-Modal facility and
to the Charlotie-Atlanta-Macon high speed rail service being planned for the Southeast High
Speed Rail Corridor by Georgia and other states along that corridor  Amtrak does not have
availablc to 11 any alternative property interest acquisitions that would adequately meet its necds

In sum, the statutory presumption cndorsing the condemnation being pursucd by Amitrak
cannot be overcome Neither of the two rebuttal showings required to defeat the presumption
can be satisfied, and there 1s no question but that Amtrak 1s cntitled to acquire the rail passenger
service easement under the authority of 49 U S.C. § 24311(c) Accordingly, Amtrak has
demonstrated sufficient ikelthood of success on the ments to justify contimuation of the Board’s
stay of this proceeding

Threatened Irreparable Injury to Amtrak As cxplained above, if the Board’s stay 1s not
continued and as a consequencc, the passenger rail service casement Amtrak seeks to acquire
ccases to be “property of a rail carrier” subject to condemnation under 49 U S C § 24311(c),
Amtrak will suffer irreparable harm The only way Amtrak can assure access to the Line 1s

through the Board condemnation procedures 1t has imitiated ° NS has advised Amtrak that 1t 1s

¥ The Trunk Line Route. with NS and CSX lines converging mto a CSX line on the west

side of Atlanta which handles more than 100 million gross tons of traffic annually, 1s depicted on
the map appended as Attachment 5

? As noted above, 49 U S C § 24311(a) provides Amtrak with authority to condemn
through court action ntercsts in property “necessary for intercity rail passenger transportation,
except properly of a rail carricr, a State, a political subdivision of a State, or a governmental
authonty ™ If the abandonment were permitted to become effective and Amtrak were then to
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not 1n a position to agree to provide Amtrak with such access "

And the Authonity has made it
clear that 1its plans for the Line do not include making 1t available for passenger rail service '
Lifting of the current stay would be tantamount to a permanent denial of Amtrak access
to the Linc  Amtrak would thus lose its only feasible routing to the proposed Atlanta Mulu-
Modal facility, with the result that 1ts ability to provide efficient passenger rail service in the
Atlanta market would be fundamentally impaired, and the development of future high speed rail
service through Atlanta along the federally-designated Southeast High Speed Rail Corridor
would be precluded This irreparable injury would be avoided by continuance of the current

stay

Lack of Substantial Harm to Other Parties Continuation of the stay would not threaten

cither NS or the Authority with substantial harm  As to NS, the Line has been out of service
since 2000, so NS has not been incurring any operating expenses related to the Line for more
than 9 years Further, NS sold its fee interest 1n the line (subject to a retained passenger and

freight service easement) tn 2004, so 1t fully realized the market value of the line more than 4

seek to invoke this condemnation authority 10 acquire a rail passcnger service easement on the
line from the Atlanta Development Authonty (the “Authority™), il would doubtlessly be faced
with the argument that there 1s no junisdiction to condemn Authority property

e See note 3 above

1 As explaincd by the Authorty,

[T]he City's adopted land use and transportation plans incorporate the BeliLine’s
light-rail concept into the masier plans and related local planning frameworks
proposed for the areas adjacent to the Subject Line  The introduction of heavy
rail operations into these arcas would be inconsistent with, and detnmental to, the
planning and development goals of the City

Reply of The Atlanta Development Authority and Atlanta Beltline, Ine to Amtrak’s Petition To
Intervene, at 4
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years ago See NS Reply to GDOT’s Petition for Stay, at 4 & Ex A Morcover, NS has been
content to permit the passenger and freight service easement on the Line remain 1n place since
the 2004 salc, and only took steps to abandon this easement with the December 3, 2008 filing of’
1ts abandonment exemption petition NS claims vaguely that 1t “could incur opportunity and
holding costs and habilities 1n connection with the easement and the track and materials on the
line, which will be subject to further deterioration, without earning revenue fromit™ Id at 10
But these “costs and liabilities™ are never explained, and 1f they exist at all, they are clearly de
mimms."

The Authonty is in no better position to allege harm 10 1t Although the Authonity
asserts that continuation of the stay would “delay the development of a significant public usc
component of the BeltLine project” (Reply of The Atianta Development Authonty and Atlanta
Belthine, Inc to GDOT’s Petition for Stay, at 4), 1t never explains what development would

actually be delayed.'’ This argument is particularty puzzling given that under 1ts governing

2 There would not scem to be any “costs or lhabilitics” associated with the easement, which

ts not currently being utilized. As to track and materials on the Line — in which NS has retamed
an ownership nterest that Amtrak does not seek to condemn — NS’s filing makes 1t clear that the
track materials NS has lefl undisturbed for nearly a decade aller cessation of rail operations are
already 1n a deteriorated statc that will not be matenally impacted 1f they are left in place for a
few months longer (after which NS would be frec to remove them absent a voluntary agreement
for the sale of any that might be useablec for future rail operations). As described by NS

Four crossings at grade on the line to be abandoned have been removed or paved
over during the period of the line’s dormancy ... Sections of track have been
removed at various places along the line during 1its long period ol inactivity, and
cncroachments have occurred at scveral locations along the line Much of the
right-of-way is now covered by dense vegetation,

NS Venficd Notice of Exemption, at 16.

13 The Authority’s description of 1ts BeltLinc project implies that plans 1o institute light rail

service along the BeltLine are shovel ready In fact, the Multi-Modal facility, which has already

-10-
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agreement with NS, the Authonty did not control the timing of the abandonment exemption
filing 1n the first place, rather, 11 was NS that selected the tming " If abandenment timing was
so important to the Authonty, 1t makes no sensc that the Authority agreed to cede this nght to
NS; yet this 1s exactly what it did The Authority's argument for urgent resolution of the
abandonment exemption cannot be squared with the fact that NS controlled the timing of the
abandonment excmption filing

Further, the Authority has no vahd basis to complain about a stay of the abandonment
excmption while Amtrak’s condemnation application 1s addressed At the time that NS first sold
its fee interest in the Line 1n 2004, and at the time that the Authorty acquired that fee interest
from the original purchaser in 2004, 1t was public knowledgc that rail passenger service might be
initiated over the line  The 2004 Purchase and Sale Agreement provides that “[{Jollowing

closing and at the directton and sole option of Purchaser, Seller shall, at no cost to Purchaser,

undergone environmental review and 1s an essential element of the commuter ra:l service
contemplated under the “Concept 3" plan described by the Authorty, 1s likely to come to fruition
many years before the first light rail train rolls over the BeltLine As indicated 1n the BeltLine
project website (www beltline org) and the 2007 newspaper article cited 1n the Authority’s
January 26 filing, (1) completion of the BeltLine project will take at least 25 ycars and require

$2 8 billion 1n {(mostly governmental) funding, and (11) the Authority owns only a small portion
of the 22 miles of railroad right of way (“ROW™) required for the BeltLine project the
remaining ROW is owned by freight railroads (and includes active freight lines) and GDOT
(which filed the imitial application to stay the abandonment of the Linc)

4 The 2007 Supplemental Agreement between NS and the purchasers of the Line gives NS
the nght to select the iming of an abandonment exemption “If no rail freight operations occur
in the future, Seller may, unless requested otherwise by Purchasers, utihize the procedures of 49
C F R Part 1152, Subpart F to obtain an exemption o abandon or discontinue rail scrvice on the
Easement Corridor ™ NS Reply to GDOT's Petition for Stay, at 5 This Agrecment reversed the
abandonment language 1n the original 2004 Purchasc and Sale Agrcement (1d ), which provided
that “at the direction and sole option of Purchascr, Seller shall, at no cost to Purchaser, (b}
file and diligently pursuc all appropriate petitions and other documents for approval or
exemption to abandon or discontinue service over the railroad linc on the Property with the
Surface Transportation Board ™ Id at28

-11-
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nl3

(a) transfer all nghts to provide passenger rail service to Purchaser or Purchaser’s designec.

Id at 28. This language was amended later 1n 2004 10 provide
Following Closing and at the request and/or consent of Purchaser, Seller shall
negotiate the joint use of the reserved railroad easement lying south of the Clear
Creek bridge as described above with an entity qualified to opcrate rail passenger
service Seller shall not be entitled to any compensation for the transfer of said
passenger service rights Seller shall not negotiate the usc of the reserved railroad
eascment with any party without the prior consent of Purchascr

Id. at 34 This language was then supplemented by a June 22, 2007 agreement which provides 1n

relevant part “Purchasers acknowledge that Scller may be required by Federal law to convey all

or part of Seller’s nghts and interests in the Easement Cornidor to a third party for continued rail

service " ]d at 38.

From the time 1t acquired the Line, the Authority has been on clear notice that the rail
passcnger service eascment retained by NS might be the basis for reinstitution of active rail
service over the Line  Further, the Authority understood that NS might be required under federal
law to convey the easement rights necessary to permit continued rail operations over the Line

The fact that Amtrak 1s now seeking a condemnation remedy to achieve precisely what was

foreseen by the NS sale documents, and that time will be required for the Board 1o address the

s This clause appears 1n the same provision that deals with Purchaser control over any

abandonment of the casement retained by NS The 2004 deed of sale also provides

Following Closing and at the request and/or conscnt ol Purchaser, Seller shall
negotiate the joint use of the reserved ratlroad easement lying south of the Clear
Creek bridge as described above with an entity qualified to operate rail passenger
service Seller shall not be entitled to any compensation for the transfer of said
passenger service rights  Seller shall not negotiate the use of the reserved railroad
easement with any party without the prior consent of Purchaser

Reply of The Atlanta Development Authority and Atlanta Beltline, Inc to GDO1”s Petition for
Stay, Exhibit A at 34

-12-
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remedy sought by Amtrak, should not be a basis for the Authority to claim harm to itself The
continucd stay requesied by Amtrak merely preserves the Board's jurisdiction to address 1ssues
explicitly contemplated since the 2004 sale of the Line by NS

Public Interest Considerations Support Continuation of the Stay In the Wall Track
condemnation proceeding discussed above, the Board balanced the public interest considerations
assoclated with allowing the Amtrak condemnation to proceed (while holding the abandonment
in abeyance) against the public interest considerations supporting an immediate abandonment,
and concluded that the former outweighed the latter Sce Wall Track 11, at 4-5 (see Attachment
2). The same result should be reached here Before permitting abandonment of the Line to
become effective, the Board should first exercise the junisdiction accorded 1t by Congress under
49 U S C §24311(c) to hear Amtrak's condemnation applhication Indeed, as explained above,
Congress has provided that Amtrak 1s entitled to the condemnation rehef 1t 1s seeking uniess an
opponent of such relief can make both of the required showings necessary to overcome this
presumed entitlement  To decline to extend the stay would be to 1gnore this Congressional

mandate '°

Moreover, as the Board has pointed out in the context of adverse abandonment cases (a

context which bears many similanties to this proceeding.

1 NS has made much of the fact that the City of Detroit’s planned intermodal lacihty for

Amtrak and commuter trains that was at 1ssue in the Wall Track case was never constructed
Contrary 10 NS’s speculation, 11 appears that the reason the Detron facility was not constructed
was not loss of interest by Amtrak, but rather that the regional transportation authority elected
not 1o proceed with plans for reinstitution of commuter rail service Sce

http //www detroittransit org/cms php?pageid=36
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[1]n assessing the ments of an adversc abandonment request, we look not only at
the present or future interest in rail service, but also at the other interests that are
implicated In doing so, we are mindful of Congress” intent, as cxpressed 1n many
statulory provisions, that lines be hept within the rail system where possible

That 1s why the Board has stated 1n the past that authority for an adverse
abandonment would not be granied, even 1n the absence of current traffic on a
line, 1f there is a rcasonable potential for future railroad use

Norfolk Southern Railway Co — Adverse Abandonment — St Joseph County, IN, SFB Docket

No AB-290 (Sub-No 286), 2008 WL 391303 (STB served Feb 14, 2008) (denying
abandonment over a 3 7 mile ine which had not had any rail service for over 10 years and where

public authontics argued that the nght of way was nceded for public purposes), accord, Seminole

GulfRy.L P — Adverse Abandonment — In Lee County, FL, STB Docket No AB-400 (Sub-No
4), 2004 WL 2618630 (STB served Nov 18, 2004)

Here, as Amtrak’s condemnation submission confirms, there 1s reasonable potential for
passenger rail service over the Line  Public interest considerations dictate that the Line should
not be permutted to become unregulated nonrail property through the abandonment process
where this potential exists

* * L] L]

As the discussion above demonstrates, each of the four Holiday Tours factors strongly
supports continuation of the stay in this procecding while the Board addresses the condemnation
application Amtrak will be filing to acquire a passcenger rail service easement over the Linc

2. How this line is nccessary to passenger rail and future high-speed rail
service through Atlanta, including why other alternatives are not
feasible

The Authonty asserts that Amtrak has “real practical alternatives™ 10 acquisition from NS

of the existing casement for passenger rail operations over the Line. However, the two

alternatives the Authonty identifies for existing Amtrak and future high speed rail service -
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“improved existing facilities outside of downtown Atlanta,” or for passenger tramns to access the
Multi-Moedal facility *from the North, and not via the subject line” — would be no alternatives at
all

Relegating existing and future high speed passenger rail service to the outskirts of
Atlanta, far from the city’s downtown urban core, would preclude the development of viable
passenger rail service that could help alleviate Atlanta’s highway and airport congestion while
reducing environmental impacts and energy usc  The impacts of such a decision would extend
well beyond the city’s borders — as detailed 1n the Volpe Study, high speed Charlotte-Atlanta-
Macon passenger rail service on the federally-designated Southeast High Speed Rail Corndor is
not possible without a passenger rail route through downtown Atlanta

The sccond alternative of having Amtrak and high speed rail passenger trains access the
Multi-Modal facility “from the North™ 1s a cuphemism for requiring all passenger trains
operating 1n and out of downtown Atlanta to opcrate via the so-called “Trunk Line” on the west
side of the city  The Trunk Line — a north-south rail corridor approximately three miles long that
extends from Howell Junction (where it connects with NS’s Washington-Charlotte-Atlanta-New
Orlecans line used by Amtrak’s Crescent) to a location just north of the planned Multi-Modal
facility — accommodates separate NS and CSX lines that share the same right-of-way

It 1s telling that it 1s the Redevelopment Authonity — and not Norfolk Southern — that has
suggested using the Trunk Line as the exclusive route for exising Amtrak trains and future high
speed rail trains operating to/from the Multi-Modal facility As tndicated 1n the histoncal report

appended to NS’s abandonment filing, mn the South nearly all railroads lead to Atlanta,'” and n

1 NS Verificd Notice of Excmption, at 44-53
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Atlanta nearly all railroads lead to the Trunk Line. As shown n the appended map (Attachment
5), the major NS and CSX lines through Atlanta — including the very high density Midwest-
Southeast main lines of both NS and CSX — converge on the Trunk Line from both the North and
South before splitting off into a multitude of other lines There are few — 1If any — places in the
eastern United States that can match the concentration and complexity of the freight railroad
operations over the Trunk Line. It s the raillroad equivalent of the Springficld Mixing Bowl. but
without — and with no room for — the multitude of overpasses and tunnels that scgrepate
divergent traffic flows at that notonous highway bottleneck

Trains operating through Atlanta over N§'s Washington-New Orleans lme - 1 ¢,
Amtrak’s Crescent and the planned Charlotte-Atlanta-Macon high speed rail service examined 1n
the Volpe Study — would have to operatc over both the NS and CSX lines in the Trunk Line night
of way (since the connection at Howell Junction 1s 1o NS, while the Multi-Modal facility would
be accessed via CSX) The Crescent would have o traverse the cntire segment twice on each
trip. and reverse direction by backing up on a wyec that 1s actually a CSX main linc  As described
in the Volpe Study, high speed Charlotte-Macon rail tramns would also have to exccute a backup
move after departing from the Multi-Moda) facility

The Volpe Study indicates that there may be room to construct dedicated high speed
tracks on some — but not all — of the Trunk Linc nght-of-way Where that 1s impossible, high
speed trains would have to share trackage with NS and CSX trains operating at restricted speeds

In shont, the alternatives suggested by the Authority — precluding passenger and high
speed trains from accessing downtown Atlanta, or requiring them to commingle with freight
trains on what may be the most dcnsely trafficked freight rail corndor 1n the eastern United

States — are not viable options

-16-
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3. The details of any plans Amtrak has for use of this linc for passenger
rail and/or future high-speed rail service, including any plans it has
for the line with regard to the Passenger Rail Investment and
Improvement Act of 2008, Pub. L. No. 110-432

Amtrak would route 1ts existing Crescent service via the Line upon the completion of the
Multi-Modal facility and the upgrading of the Line Pursuant to the provisions of the Passenger
Rail Investment and Improvement Act (“PRIIA”) decisions about the inihation of additional
Amtrak corndor and high speed rail services that would utilize the Line would be made by
GDOT '® As discussed above, GDOT has developed plans (and obtained necessary
environmental clearances) for construction ol the Multi-Modal facility and, in conjunction with
other statc DOTSs along the Southeast High Speed Rail Cornidor, has recently completed a study

of Charlotte-Atlanta-Macon high speed rail service that would utilize the Line

4. An cxplanation of the length of time that may be nccessary to
implement those plans

The length of time will depend upon a number of factors, mcluding the availability of
federal and other funding Sections 301, 302 and 501 of PRITA establish new federal matching
grant programs for intercity passenger rail with a total federal authorization of $3 75 billion that
could be used by Georgia DOT for upgrading of the Line, construction of the Multi-Modal
facility. and the development of corndor or high speed rail service in the fedcrally designated

Charlotie-Atlanta-Macen corridor

'8 See PRIIA Scctions 209, 301, 302, 303 and 501, which address the states’ role in funding
cornidor and high speed rail services, require states secking [unding to develop state rail plans
detailing, among other things, plans for intercity passenger and high-speed rail services and
planned capital investments for freight and passenger services, and establish new federal
matching grant programs for grants to states for intercity corndor services, high speed rail
service, and congestion mitigation
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It bears noting that the Redevelopment Authority’s and BeltLine’s long range plans for
development of light rail service on the BeltLine are subject to very similar funding
contingencies The discussion on the Belt Line’s website of potential funding sources for the
capital costs of the proposed light rail line states that

The BeltLine will be able to apply for the competitive federal transit funds
available primanly via the New Staris program and/or the Small Starts program to
fund approved transit projecis afer the DEIS process ss completed '

The referenced “New Starts™ federal transit program was the model for the very similar
PRIIA’s state capital matching program that 1s one of the potential federal funding sources for

GDOT’s planned Multi-Modal facihty and associated infrastructure improvements

s. Any steps Amtrak has taken up to this point to attempt to acquire this
line

Amtrak has advised NS of 1ts desire to acquire the rail passenger service easement over
the Line which 1s the subject of this abandonment proceeding NS has responded that 1t is not 1n
a position to negotiate sale of the easement to Amtrak, even though it 1s the owner of the
easement.”" Presumably, NS 1s taking 1ts dircction from the Authority, which has made 1t clear
that its plans for the Line do not include making 1t available for passenger rail service ' Amtrak

would be prepared to negotiate with the Authority, but as discussed below, anticipates that those

' http //www belthine org/Funding/Fedcrall‘unding/tabid/1733/Default aspx (emphasis added)

o As noted above, NS concedecs that “[sJuch discussions would not be productive 1n any
event in view of provisions in the agreecments submitted with [NS]’s January 7, 2008 reply to
stay concerning the [NS] cooperation with the purchasers. now succeeded by the Authonty ¥ NS
Reply to Amtrak Petition To Intervenc, at 4 n.1 The Authority’s apparent control over the
negotiation of any easement rnights with Amtrak raises issues of the Authority having obtained
control of rail operations over the Line without prior Board approval, as addresscd in GDOT's
Petition for Stay

= See note 11 above
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discusstons would not be productive in the absence of continued Board jurisdiction 1o hear
Amtrak’s condemnation application
6. Why competing land usc objectives of federal, state, local and private
stakeholders cannot be resolved through private negotiation if
abandonment is authorized
If abandonment 1s authorized, the Board will have effectively abdicated 1ts junsdiction to
award Amtrak the condemnation relief it is seeking, contrary to clcarly cxpressed Congressional
intent 49 U S C § 24311(c) 1s designed to permit Amtrak to acquire rail properly where 1t 1s
needed for intercity rail passenger service  Here, as explained above, Amtrak requires use of the
Line 1n order to serve Atlanta’s proposed Multi-Modal facility The only way this use can be
assured 1s through a condemnation proceeding before the Board
Once abandonment 1s authorized, NS will have no further property interest in the Line,
the Board will lose jurisdiction over 1it, and the Authority will have no incentive to negotiate with
Amtrak The Board should not permit this to occur Preservation of the Linc as a rail property
during the Amtrak condemnation procceding would be “consistent with the goals of the RTP,

particularly 49 U S C 10101 (4), which 1s to ensure the development and continuation of a sound

rail transportation systemn ” Seminole Gulf Ry, L P — Adverse Abandonment — In 1.ee County,

FL, supra, 2004 WL 2618630, *5. As the Board has noted, 1t 1s “Congress’ intent, as expressed
In many statutory provisions, that lines be kept within the rail system where possible * Norfolk
Southern Raillway Co — Adverse Abandonment — St Joseph County, IN, supra, 2008 WL
391303

Amtrak would be pleased to negotiate with the Authority over how to integrate rail
passenger service tnto the Authority’s plans for the Line But the Authonity should not be 1n a

position unilaterally to block Amtrak provision of such service over the Line Ultimatcly, 1t 1s
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critical that the Board maintain jurisdiction to address the condemnation relief sought by Amtrak.

If the Authority believes that Amtrak is not entitled to such relief, it can oppose Amtrak’s casc

on the merits and the Board will make the ulumate decision, as contemplated by Congress.

CONCLUSION

For the rcasons set forth above, the currently imposed stay of this proceeding should be

continued until the Amtrak condemnation proceeding 1s concluded

Dated January 28, 2009
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* ¢ SERVICE DATE

INTERSTATE COMITERCE COMMISSION
DECISION
inanze Decker No. 30398

NATICNAL RAILROAD PASSENQER CORPORATZION==
CONVEYANUCE J° CONRAIL LINE IN WAYNE COUNTY, NI

O0CTs 1egs

Declfed: September 29, 1986

**° On Auguse 3¢, 196§, =ha National Railroad Passenger
Corporation (Amtrak) petitisned the Cezmizsion t£g ingtisuce a
Froceeding under sectlon 402(d) of the Rail Passenger Servize Act
(RPSA), %5 W.S.C. S&2{a).l/ By 1za perition, Amtoak requasts

that the Comzigeion ¢rdar that A line of railroad beleorgsag t2
the Consalidated Rail cnrlnrutlon (Conrall) ne conveyed ca 1z anq
that the Commiasion eatablizh the tarms for cna sale ¢f the
line,2/ This decislon Inscltutes the requestad proceeding.

1/ Seerion k02(d) provides, in relevant part, a3 [allowa:

(d) Disagreement procedures
(1) Ir the Gorporsation and railrgad are unable =0 agree
upon terma far the aale to the Corporution of prapercy
(1n=1un=n¥ interesta in proparty) awned hy the railroad and
requirsd far intercity rall passsngar sarviae, the
Corporation may apply to tha Cammission for An ocder
establiznhing the need of the Corporation for the property
at isaue and reguiring the conveyance theregf fram tra
reilraad to the Carporerion oS8 reascnable tesms and
sonditiona, insluding Just compensation. Unless the
Commiszalon finds shae-
(A) conveyance of che property ta the Corporation weuld
significantly impeir the abilisy of the rallroed eo
GArTYy OUT 1A ob)iZATions as A goopQn carrier; and
{(B) the oblizatiens of the Corposation to provide
modern, effialent, and eaanamical praill passenger
aarvica ran sdequetely be mot by the acquiaition of
alternativa property (inaluding inc=reats in property)
which 1s available far asale en reansonable terms co the
Caraoration, or avallable to tha Carparation hy the
uoi'un of ita authority under saciion 545(d) of thia
tizle,
the reed of the Carporation of the proparty ahall be deened
0 Do aatablisned and the Commisaion szhall arder the
conveyance of tha preparty tn the Corporation on such
ressanable tarma and conditions a3 it Ay prescribe,
including Just gompensation.

E/ Antrak has also sought the postponement of the iasuanca of a
certificate of abandanmant far this line, whicn 13 the subject af
an anandonment appliecation by Gonrail ia Dacker No, AS-167
(Sub=Na. S47N), Conrall Abandonmen:t In Weyne Councy, MI. By
separate declsion, THat procesding 12 beln, he B abayance
pending the cutcome of this proeaaczni. Adaitionally, Amtrak nas
alcernatively requansad that, 1f the line is apgrnved far
ahandonmant, the Comalszalon impose on nnyftrlna ared® The jane
ohligetions fo whioh Lonrail 10 subjeor upder ssotion 402 of
RPSA, insluding the obligation to make ctha line availanle for use
by AMTrAk pursuant to secuion 402(a) of APSA or ©o convey the
iine to Amtrak pursuant vo sectlon A02(1). Sinae tha saction
402(d) proceseding is being ipatituted, and the abandenemnt |
praoceeding 14 belng held in abayanas, aonglderacicon of Antrak's
alternative requeat nead not be oada at this time, Murtherpors,
in & letter dated Saptember 10, 198BS, Antrak makes It claar Shal
1¢ haa elented £o 1nvake Tthe Commizalon's Jurisdiction under
section WD2{(d) of RPSA to acguire ownerahip of the line frem ———
Canrail and no% merely the use of the Track undec section 402{(a)
er by means of an saseqent gbzalned from a porential transfaree
of tThe line.

APPENDIX A



JAN 16 2089 & 18PM AMTRAK CORPORATION MO 434~ P 27
., . (—- -
. \ f

< Finanece Packet No. 3jcAga

The subfect line sorafsts of a 0.98-xile porsler of che 1ine
. .. ©f railrosd callied the Wall Track, lacated in Weyne Caunsy, MZ.
- - L1t 13 deseridbad as follaws:

(1) The Wall Treck from norsh of the Degroit River
Tunnel Hain Line Tracka beginning 4rL A Foint
AT The weat side of Bagley (Baker) Strset
(appreximately Milepost 0.2) and extanding in
an easterly direegion to the east side of the
former right=-cf=-wAy At Jefferson Avenue,
ineluding the former apur leading to Tenth
Streav (approxipateiy Milepost 0.58);

(2) The Wall Track from soutna of tne Dectrais River
Tunnel Main Line traoks, bheginnlag &t a poinc
at the weat side of forter 3Street
(approximately Milepasr Q.0) and eztencing in
an ez3terly dirsction te the eant 1lde of the
forner right-of-way at Jelflarson Aveaue
(approximetely Milepoat 0.42}.

ARTrak atatAs thaT It currently QPerstas inNteércilty palaenger
aervice oA Detroit, MI, and uses the Tormer Michigan Ceatral
Depot located at Varnon Nighway and Michigan Averuse,
approximately 1.5 nilea west of dawntawn dacreii. Under an
agreement with the. Michigan Deparcoent af Tranapartation, ARTrak
plans so relocata ita DATroiT ATatlon oparation to A jite
iomediately adjacent o the Joe Louls Arens in downtown Detroit.
Accerding to ARMTrCAK, the 3TATion relocAtion project will ereats a
Jeint interaicy and commuter facilary sanatructed and operared 1n
eanjuaction wWizn the Southeastern Michigan Transportation
AuEneprity., Aatrak states that The only rall accesy to the
propoaed facility ia over the Wall Track in connqation wish ozher
rights=gl~way sequirsd hy the City of Detroit for this project.
Antrak concludes that, il 12 i1 unable to obtain the use of the
Wall Teack or acquire 13 ownership, reloscaiion of Ihe station to
tha Joe Loula Arena 3ite fof commuTer and ilnteralTty operations
may be foreclosed,

ARtrak stares that it has mads twa written offers to
purchase the subject line from Conrail. However, Conrall haa
accepted nOlther Offer according to Amtrak but, rather, had
aought to abandon the Tall line. Antrak chersiors conaldecs that
Conrail and {t have besn unAble o agree on the terma of aale
within the meaning of saction 402(d). Thus, in visw of the
faslure of AnTrak and Conrall o agree and the neeq pf Anirak to
usa the Wall Track for intercity rall pazaenger aorvice, AQTraR
requesta that the Commianion inatitute & proceeding under section
402(d) for an order e3tablisbing the need of Aatrak for the wall
Track and requiring ita conVeyance t0 AMEMAK on ressonable terma
ang conditions. The requessed proceeding will be inazisyced,

Oreat JLalkes Railway Cowpany (GLRAC) filed a patition on
Seprenber &, 1986, for leave To intervene in this proceeding.
Praviously, on Augusat 20, 1986, GLRC made a timely affer of
finangial a33istanse pursuans o 43 U.3.C. 748(d) and &9 €.S,.C,
10908{a)={f) to acguire the Wall Track, Sinae OLRC 1s competing
with Amteak fopr the aequisition of this line, 1t has shown good
oavse far bheing allowed to participate a3 & party to =his
proceeding and 1ts patition will be granted.

Thare are currently no Commisadon regulations to guide the
parties in the submiszpian of their evidence. The parties
therefore should present all relevant information and supporting
docunents. Antr must also met forth szactly how much of the

ine and attendant proparty it baliaves neaeasary for the
provision af the proposed servinos.

Wish reapect B0 ¢Yidenve rIgarding GORRERIATICH aad cohsr
terns of sale, the parzies should be gulded by the Commission’a
decisaions satabliashing terma and ganditions for the aale of rail
linea under 49 7.5.C, 10905. The partiss muat fully ezplatn
whatevar nathadolagies they use in determinling Juat compensatlon
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for cha line and any other terms and conditions of sale.
Addicionslly, Coarall 3uat pramptly 7ake avallanle o An<rak any
1nfermation pra2levant o the devermination of =hese MaTtars.
Spacifieally, Conrail must make avalladle ta ADTrsh, within 10
2ays [ron the- service dacs of thils decision, it4 rallroad
valuAzion maps cove~ing Enls line e & be:steEr pnysinal
deseriptlon of the lire as rejuestad by Amt=ak, and Sul'lfisientc
inlfarma%ion regarding the cthird party aAcn-ral.road sasement alang
the rlghr=af-way reférred to in Exnibi= D of 1t abandonrmens
Application Te allow Amecrax £o evaluate tre effect of %his
easenent gn the value of the underlying real estace,

Firally, Amrrak 248 indicated That it would allaw contlpued
rall fras2at sacrvice over the .ine b/ Conpall. The pacsies
Ahguld ddaress vhether Amtrak should be required to permicz
cancinuod rail freigzht aerviee ay Conrall or anethar rall sarsiar
and ho« bast Shis =igne be accomplished, 1.e., wnezher the
~aquiremeant ahould be made a Tarm op conarsion of aale under
acation 402(1).

Thias accion will not 3ignilfiean®ly affeet eicner Che qualisy
of she hunan eNVirpnmen: ar 4nergy asassrvation.

Zc 313 ordered:
1. " A procesding 4a iznatiszuted undsr sactlon 402(d) of RPSA,

2. GLRC'a petition for leave 0 lntervena fa granted

3. Thia proceeding will be hardled upder the nodifies
pracedure. The parties ruat comply with she Commiasion'as Rules
of Practice, inaluding 49 ¢.F.R. 1105 and 1lll2.

4., Tha sohedula for filing verified stacanpents ol faet end
argunenst 13 as follows:
Anzrakk's iaitial azatsmanc - Novambher £, 1984
Conrall's and GLRC'3s statements - Decepber 3, 1588

AmErak's reply ataterent = Decenber 23, 198§
AMEPAS DUt EGrVe 1T3 ITATEALNTS onl

Donald A. Brinkworth,Ssq. Shandler L. san Orman, Eaj.
Jereral Counsel -~ Lirizaszien ‘healer & Wheeler
Consolidaced Rail Sarporstion 1739 H Scteeet, NU

1138 Pann Canter Plasa Suize F200

Philadelpnla, PA 19108 Washington, DC 20Cc08

/' Conrail and OLAC aust aerve thelr ataterents ont
Willian P. Erkelenz, Esaq.

General Soliaitor

National! Railroad Passenger Catpaoration
800 N. Capital Strees, N.Y.

Naaningson, DC 200C1

5. A degislion will be isausd en or before 120 days alver
tha clois of the evidentiary perind,

—— A, Within 10 days Zrom the asrvise dace of Tiix zeeisloq,

Sonrall must qoks available to Ancrak any inlormatlian relevant tn
the determination of Just coapensation for the line and otner
seras and conditions of Sale, &3 diacuased abave.

F.28
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T. Except for good cause ghown, preliminary motians and
. requedta or arosd examination of witnesases ar Jor otner” relliasr
111 not be agted on prior To the date tha® all veelfled
3tacernsnts Are dus.

d. Tnis declaion i3 sffectiva 3 days from the date of
- 1ErVice., -

By the Commission, Chairsman Gradison, Vice Cheirman Simmons,

Cam:siioners Stezresrt, Andra, and Lamboloy Commissionar Andre
concurred in tha resule.

(SEAL)

Norata R. McGaa
Sscratary
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sESISION DEC 2 %5
Ti~a~ce Jocket No. 32834

NATICHAL DAILA0AD PAISEMOEP CCRMRATION -- SCYVETANCE OF {anNeals
vaE [N JAYNE COUNTY, “I

cezided Novembar 4, 194

The Cansaolldeted Rail Zarporation 'Conrail) “as “itled 3
petition ;ursuan% %0 33 C P R Li17,.] %o say *re Zrcowdurs.
Sa~wdule estadlisnsd in chils procesding by decislon ag=ved
2etober 5, 1936, and efZactlive Cctober 5, 946, sending ‘udiodia,
~aview I the Commisalon's dacision 4a AB=187 (Sua=Ne U7,
saneai: Abandoncent Ln Way-ie County, YI {1o% prirted), ae~rsed
Jvetoker

9AGKGRDUND

Tha Natignal Railroaz Pasaenger Carporstion (Aztrak’
Sur=ontly oparates IAtarsity enger jyervioe %o TCet-ai%, .
L3i~g Che foraer Michigan Sertral Tepot’/ located approxide~el;
1.5 nililes west of lowntown Datralt Inder an agresme-it 7 The
Yicmigar Sspartment of Teansportati ‘HDOT), Aotrax ,lans -3
relocats 13 Ca*rol® JITACLIOR Gperdatlon %2 & 3lte Icmediazaly
ad’acent %2 tae Jos Louls Arera Ln Sownawn Jet=olt Iy 3-atfon
relocatian p~ojJec® will creats s Jolpt MEerclty and sopouze~
aillicny conat tad and aje-azed (n conjineiisn wish =-=w
Soutesstern 1 1gan Tmmnagartatian Autreriiy 1SEMTA)
arale~t 13 Based on plars [qlilsted ~sa-=ly &
1L=Irg., sJ7.artad 5y tre TiCy of Jetroit si
::;er=arti: €3 cooubar rail ssrvice 20 Y8 Tentn
diszpict 7

-~ Juai=~esi

A eri®izal and -eceasa~y rall LiCk Lr oEn
p=2z030d sacv i3 an apprexizately O jB-al
cwred 9y Tonrall aown 83 % Wall “mack
="e £n.Y "al. access =0 the propased "acil
aver thas Lire. %7 Sctaper 1., 198%, forral t.ed & Notica o
f=auZfizlent Wevanues faor the Wall “rack. Oy Tetter lazed
Hoveamnr 1, .98%, Antrag foroally advized Jonrai. in wrizie~g “rat
Ast=az requi-ed the uaw 9C :tRe subject line in sonneczizn wi-n
tta -elogaticn of -atrak’s Detrolt statlon Yowaver, ar Zecealsr
10, 193%, Ceorsil enzerad Lnto an agrespent wizy Kayhes
Czrperatlon ({aybee, %o aell =ha Jall Trecx o KaySee Zor
311240,100, zonditioned Lpon Sonrell “LrIt AdAGGORLSE T it

zes alad zoneraoted 50 gurchase, and hap since Jurz-ased,
aevaral parcels 3 land owned Yy Sonrall 3 d;eln =he wall
Tea2K ZuT WRlch APEArentlY conkilined no ac Tail .i7es, arg
vere 33:alrsd solesly Tor “edevelopment Zucpsaes.:/ Tonral.
procgedad 33 [lle an applicatfon on May 23, .386, .nder seatier
108 22 ire Regioral Rall Teorganizatith Aet of 1973,/ %o
a’andon the wWall “rack and tha® procesding waa dockefec ms AB- =7
‘Eyn=Na. 9a7N) SubseqLantly, Antrak wade offers 0 pu.-~crage the

provisicr 2f "-&
ine of ral.-cad
3 esser:ipl sivze
aqui~wd =avement

_/ Yaybee Corporation (Yaybae) row owns and 13 engaged Lr thae
“sdevelcpasnt of he Hichlgan Central Degpot.

27 Por example, =ne City nas already bullt & ealor structure with
Ywo-atory bays several Nurdred fast long to recelive tralra
FoVidlng =he proposed dervite

1{ Faybse La nor aathorlzed by {ta Artioles af Incorporation ta
Condug: =ail~oad oOpwratlons.

7 ™13 sga:=lon a3 added =y *Fe lopsvesast Wil Je-vize Act of
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1. INTRODUCTION
1 1 Background

The U S Department of Transportation (DOT), in conjunction with the Transportation
Research Board (TRB), has undertaken rescarch that indicates that high-speed ground
transportation {1 ISGT) systems, including high speed rail (HSR), could be a compennve
alternative to highway and domestic air travel 1n high-density travel markets and
corridors in the United States, including the Boston-New York, New York to
Washington, and San Francisco to Los Angeles corridors TRDB Special Report 233, “/n
Pursuit of Speed, New Options for Intercity Passenger Transport, ' concludes that
“HSGT systems could be an cffective alternative i corridors where travel demand 1s
increasing, but expanding capacity to reduce highway and airport congestion and delays
1s very difficult ”

In 1ts 1997 study “High-Speed Ground Transportation for America, ' (commonly referred
to as the Commercial Feasibility study or CFS), the FRA estimated the total costs and
benefits of implementing a range of HSGT systems from incremental HSR with top
speeds of 90 to 150 mules per hour (mph) (“IIISR,” termed “Accclerail” in the 1997
report) to new HSR (with 175-200 mph top speeds) and maglev (up to 300 mph) in 1]
illustrative corridors  The study 1dentified the potennial for diverted trips to competitive
HSR and ground transportation services, especially for tnips between 100 and 600 miles
The study found that HSGT's total benelits cxceed total costs in many of the illustrative
cornidors

The Volpe National Transportation Systems Center (Volpe Center) supported the FRA 1n
the preparation of the CFS by making the ndership, cost, financial, environmental, and
benefits estimates for the various combinations of technologies and cornidors The
modecls and methods developed for the corndors studied 1n the CFS, including the
analysis of the Southeast High Speed Rail Cornidor (SEC) from Washington to Charlotie,
will be apphed to the case 1n which the SEC corridor is extended to South Carolina and
Georgia

This study cernidor 15 part of the designated hist of 11 HSR corndors authonzed by
ISTEA (Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act) in 1991 and supplemented by
TEA-21 (Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century) in 1998 This study will focus
on the expanded SEC extending from Washington, D C, south through the Carolinas and
on to Georgia and Florida The study arca 1s a smaller section of the SEC starting in
Charlotie, moving southwest through Greenville and Atlania, and finally south to Macon
The potential rail corridors previously studied 1n the CFS did not include the portion from
Charlotte, North Carchina, to Atlanta, Georgia, with an extension lo Macon, Georgia
However, the North Carolina, South Carclina, and Georgia Depariments of
Transportation, with technical gwdance from FRA, intend to analyze this route segment
in a new study as an extension of the SEC (Washington to Charlotte) studied in the CFS
by employing funding contained in the consohdated FY2004 appropriations, Public Law
No 108-199
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The Georgia Department of Transportation (GDOT), South Carolina Department of
Transportation, and North Carolina Department of Transportation have signed a
memorandum of understanding (MOU) to undertake an analysis of the Macon-Atlanta-
Greenville-Charlotte segment under which GDOT will act as the lead state for the work
Federal funds for this purpose will be made available under this agreement to GDO'l

The three state departments of transportation, through the MOU, have designated GDOT
to oversee the agreement and conduct the project FFRA wall serve 1n an advisory capacity
to the states

1 2 Purpose

This new study will assess the viability of a public-private partnership for rail
development 1n this cormdor extension where Government agencies invest 1n capital
construction and maintenance of HSR infrastructure and a private, non-subsidized
operator provides for train operations  This new business model for HSR was developed
by the Southcastern Economic Alliance 1n 11s recent report  The train service to be
studied for this corndor will have top speeds that are significantly faster than existing
Amtrak service, might follow existing rail routes or employ a new straighter right-of-
way, would likely have links at the end-point cities to connecting rail and air services,
and would possibly incorporate through—train services to other non-cormidor rail-served
cities

The Volpe Center will conduct market and economic studies to evaluate the feasibility
and potential impact of various levels of HSGT 1n the Macon and Atlanta, Georgia, to
Charlotte, North Carolina, HSR corndor The Volpe Center will (1) recommend rail top
speeds and technologies that balance potential ridership and revenues with infrastructure
and operating costs, (2) forecast ndership over a at least a twenty-five year time honzon,
(3) assess whether operating revenues might exceed operating costs and infrastructure
mainienance costs, (4) compare this corndor’s performance with similar rail corridors in
other regions, and (5) determine other quanuifiable economic impacts of HSR cormdor
Investments

1 3 Scope

The Volpe Center will build upon and extend the work previously completed by the
Volpe Center for the FRA with respect to the SEC segment between Washington, D C,
and Charlotte, North Carohna, by accomplishing the tasks set forth below Using the
previous work as a paradigm, there will be seven main components to the analysis of
intercity passenger rail in the Macon and Atlanta, Georgia, 1o Charlotte, North Carolina,
corridor segment

* Sc¢enano Development
* Demand and Revenue Estimation
* Capnal Cost Estmation



* Operating and Maintenance (O&M) Cost Estimation
¢ Corndor/Network Financial Analysis
* Societal Impacts Estimation

The following report documents an imitial planming and feasibility study for intercity
passenger rail service 1n the corridor from Charlotte, NC to Macon, GA Becausc of the
preliminary nature of this planning and feasibility study, all assumptions and results are
subject 1o change as further and more detailed planning studies and design are completed
Further work including analysis of physical improvements required and financial and
environmental analysis of the plan will be required before any major policy decisions can
be made
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2. SCENARIO DEVELOPMENT

2 I Introduction

The study's conclusions and recommendations will be determined by a set of plausible
assumptions and well-designed scenarios deflined at the beginning of the effort The
project imitiators, the Georgia, South Carolina, and North Carolina Departments of
Transportation, with their FRA technical advisors, have defined the initial parameters for
the cvaluation, including the end-point and some intermediate cities for the core corridor,
at lcast one of several potential train speeds/technologies (1 ¢, top speed at lcast 125
mph) to be investigated, and the gencral outlines of the public-private partnership tor rail
development and operation in this corndor  The Volpe Center and GDOT will define
more specific options/scenarios, make broad assumptions, and specify detailed inputs to
the modeling process Some of the vanables and information that nced to be specified
are ciies and awrports served, station locations, existing rail hines and right-of-ways
(ROW) used, passenger amenities provided, ownership assumptions, speed or tnp time
goals, and technologies used

The major disungwishing characteristic of the scenarios will most likely be that each
describes a different system concept (alignment and technology) The technology options
defined 1n the FRA’s CFS, 1 ¢, IHSR with varying top speeds and new HSR. will be
sclected For reasons of cost and connectivity with existing plans [or the routes north of
Charlotte, this study will only seck conventional modes of HSR transportation

This study will evaluate the development and operating costs and potential passenger
ridership associated with providing high-speed rail (HSR) service to the Macon, Atlanta,
Greenville/Spartanburg, and Charlotte corridor The train service to be studied for this
corridor will have top speeds that are significantly faster than existing Amtrak service
{with maximum speeds of 79 mph), might follow existing rail routes or employ a new
straighter nght-of-way, would likely have links at the end-poini cities to connecting rail
and air services, and would possibly incorporate through—train services to other non-
corridor rail-served cities

The study asscssment will be based on a new business model concept for HSR that was
developed by the Southeastern Economic Allance 1n its recent report This concept
consists of a public-private partnership for rail development in this corndor where
Government agencies invest 1n capital construction and maintenance of HSR
infrastructure and a private. non-subsidized operator provides for train operations

2 2 Technology Options

This section describes the six technology options for passenger rail vehicles proposed for
evaluation of the planning study for the Southeast High Speed Rail project The
technology descriptions include consist and individual vehicle charactenistics (1 ¢ cost,
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weight, and seating), as well as an estimate for performance over a 365-mile (distance
from Charlotte through Atlanta to Macon) non-stop route segment

The major distinguishing charactenstic of the scenarios 1s that each descnbes a different
system concepl (alignment and technology), with the technology options defined to be
consistent with the oncs defined 1n the Federal Railroad Admimistration’s 1997 report,
“High-Speed Ground Transportation for America, " (commonly referred to as the
Commercial Feasibility study or CFS), 1 ¢, incremental high-speed rail with varying top
speeds and new high-speed rail  For reasons of cost and connectivity with existing plans
for the routes north of Charlotte, this study will not investigate maglev options

The six technology options considered fall into three basic categories The firstis
Conventional Rail Transportation (CRT) with appropnate track improvements and
improved signaling equipment at 90 mph  The 90 mph case would require all trains/track
operating on the alignment to be equipped with upgraded signaling equipment  For the
conventional 90 mph case, a ulung coach 1s assumed which is similar to tilung coaches as
described below for high-speed rail

High Speed Rail (1HISR) covers the specd range from 110 mph to 150 mph with both
electric power cars and fossil fueled locomotives. Increasing levels of change to the
existing alignment will nced to occur as the maximum speeds are increased For the High
Speed Rail 110-125 mph cases all coaches are assumed single level and tilting  The
single level cars are some variation of an X2000, Talgo, or Acela style coach

Finally, Very 1ligh Specd Rail (VHSR) 1s a 200 mph rail system, operating on 4 new
alignment The Very High Speed Rail 200 mph trainset 1s assumed to be similar to the
LCuropean TGV consist  The tramnset 1s made up of two end power cars and any number
of articulated passcnger vehicles

Trainsets for each type of service would be optimmzed to provide frequent departures
while mimmzing the operations and mantenance costs Typically this is a tradeofl’
between short and long tramns  For this evaluation we have chosen consist configuration
scating about 264 passengers as the baseline  This can be achieved using a single power
engine and four passenger cars (1-4) or lcading and trailing power cars and four center
passenger cars (1-4-1) consist of single level equipment or a single power engine and
three passenger cars ( 1-3) configuration using bi-level equipment For the very high-
speed case (200 mph), the basehine consist 1s the 1-6-1 (with leading and trailing power
cars and six center passenger cars 1n married sets) seating 284

The 90 mph and 110 mph cases were previously evaluated in the May 2004 report,
“Macon-Charlotte Southeast High Speed Corridor Plan” by Georgia Rail Consultants
This new evaluation will provide an opportunity to re-cxamine assumptions made in that
study, ¢ g, concerning the degree to which track straightening along rail nght-of-ways 1s
feasible and cost-effective, 1n the context of (and consistent with) the assumptions and
parameters made for high-speed and very high-speed rail options
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2 3 Alignment and Routing

The alignment and routing alternatives for Southeast High-Speed Rail Charlotte to
Macon corndor would have to be investigated 1n detail as part of subsequent studies This
exposition lays out some of the ground rules that will be used to maitch train technologies
to feasible, least cost routes The major tradeolT 1s between train speed and the cost (and
availability) of nght-of-way that 1s straight enough to support that train speced  The cost
of ROW, even [or the lowcst-level improvement (reconstruction to speeds of 79-100
mph) will enta1l construction costs approaching $2,000,000/mule, plus the cost of new
train control systems Developmental costs include right-of-way acquisition, track and
supporting structures, train control, elecinfication, stations and maintenance facilities
Potential impacts on environmentally or historically sensitive areas and relocation of
housing and other facilities are also major differential considerations

2 4 Stations

This analysis will assume the same stations as used m the prior cornidor study' for the
basic set of scenarios These are

Macon,

Grniffin,
Aviation Blvd/Last Pomt (serving the Atlanta Airport),
Atlanta MMPT,
Gainesville,
Toccoa.
Clemson,
Greenville,
Spartanburg,
Guastoma, and
Charlotte

In Atlanta, the HSR trains would use the MMPT (Multi-Modal Passenger Terminal),
which 1s planned to host commuter rail and bus, intercity bus, and Amtrak trains Direct
connections to MARTA s Five Points station and local bus would alse be available

The station at cither East Point or Aviation Boulevard would provide service to
artsficld-Jackson International Airport  An East Point location would provide
connections to the airport via MARTA’s East Point station  An Aviauon Boulevard
location would be co-located with a planned mulu-modal ternunal with shuttle
connections 1o the airport

' Georgia Ranl Consuliants, Macon-Charlolte Svutheast Ihgh Speed Reil Corrdor Plan, Georgra
Department of Transportation, South Caralma Department of 1 ransportation, North Carolina Department
ol Transportation, Federal Railroad Admimistration, May 2004
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An additional set of scenarios will be considered which include stations at the Charlotte
arport and 1n the northern suburbs (Atlanta Metro North) The report Transportation
Planning for the Ric hmond-Charlorte Railroad Corridor® has specified locations for a
ncw station 1n downtown Charlottc and a station serving the Charlotic airport

2 5 Other Considerations

The demand for rail travel 1n the Charlotte to Macon corridor depends on an additional
consideration that has to do with the interface with rail service north of Charlotte In
1992, the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) designated several high-
speed corndors natienwide - including the Southeast Corndor from Washington, D C to
Richmond, Raleigh, and Charlotte In October 2002, North Carolina, Virginia, the
Federal FHWA and FRA completed the vital first part of a two-part environmental study
for the Washington, DC to Charlotte portion of the Southeast High Speed Rail Corndor
(SEIISR) The study results from the Tier I Environmental Impact Study »dennified the
preferred route and the overall project purpose and need The Tier 11 study 15 expected 1o
provide a detailed analysis on the impacts, including track location, station arrangement
and detailed design The project plans for the Southeast High Speed Rail Project
proposes a fossil fuel locomotive with a top operating speed of 110 mph , wath
completion of the Tier IT Environmental Impact Study by 2011, and construction
anticipated 1n the 2015-2020 time frame

For this study, we propose two possible cases In terms of potential passenger demand
generation, the least favorable case involves the situation where there wall be no
significant ra1l improvements between Charlotte and Washington DC, and that travelers
with tnip origins (destinations) 1n the Charlotte to Macon corndor will be required to
transfer 10 cxisting Amtrak scrvices for all destinations (origins) north of Charlotte
Existing Amtrak services consist of the Piedmont (1 round trip/day, Raleigh to Charlotie),
the Caroliman (1 round trip/day, New York to Charlotte) and the Crescent (1 round
trip/day, New York to New Orleans) The current average travel ime from Charlotte to
Washington DC on Amtrak 1s approximately 9 5 hours The mimmum transfer time will
be assumed to be ' hour, but because there are very {ew daily Amtrak [requencies,
transfer times could be much longer

The much more favorablc case assumcs connecting rail scrvices envisioned 1n the
Southeast High-Speed Rail studies are 1n place allowing higher speed travel from
Charlotte to Washington and beyond The Record of Decision for the Tier 1 Southeast
High Speed Rail Project’ was based on ridership estimates that assumed a 110 mph
maximum speed, and 4 round trips/day, Charlotte to Washington, and an additional 4

? parsons Transportation Group, Technical Monograph Transporiation Plannng fir the Richmond-
Churiotte Raitlroad Corridor, Federal Railroad Administration, January 2004

} The Record of Decision for the Tier | Southeaxt High Speed Rai Project Federal Ralroad
Admmistration, Federal Highway Administration, November 20, 2002

24



round trips/day, Charlotte to Raleigh The estimated end-to-end travel times for the
mmproved rail alternatives studicd range from 6 hours to 7 5 hours, which constitutes a 20
percent to 35 percent improvement over existing Amirak service This 1s 1n general
agreement with the assumptions used in other studies of 1SR in the Charlotte-
Washington comdor® In our most favorable case analysis of services north of Charlotic,
we will assume the speed and frequency assumptions used 1n the Record of Decision, and
incorporate through-train service connecting to Washington DC and, possibly, to some
Northeast Cornidor train destinations

2 6 Scenario Definition

Thus each scenario defined by a technology/alignment assumption will be analyzed based
on vanations in the number of stations and the connecting rail services north of Charlotte

The cases considered are as follows
1 — All stations - Charlotte, NC, Charloite International Airport, Gastoma, NC,
Spartanburg, SC, Greenville Spartanburg International Airport (GSP), Greenville,
SC, Clemson, SC, Toccoa, GA, Gainesville, GA North Atlanta Metro, MMPT
Atlanta, Atlanta International Awrport, Griffin, GA and Macon, GA

2 — All stations except GSP

3a — All stations except GSP, Toccoa and Gnffin

3b — All stations except GSP, Toccoa and Griffin with Gnffin bypass
4 — All stations except GSP, Toccoa, Atlanta North and Gnffin

5 — All stations except Charlotte International Airport, GSP, Toccoa, Atlanta
North, Gniffin, and Atlanta International Airport

6 — Express option with stops at Charlotte, NC, Charlotte International Aurport,
GSP, Gainesville, GA, MMPT Allanta, and Macon, GA

The pnimary determinant 1n 1mtial corndor location 1s the station stops  The table below
lays out the seven station stop scenarios Case | includes all stops and takes the preferred
Decatur Route, along an abandoned Norfolk Southern (NS) route  The alternanive 1s to
follow the CSX freight alignment into the MMPT This would require backing out of the

X PMG Peat Marwick LLP, Parsons Brinckerhoff Quade & Douglas, Inc . and Damel Consultants,
Southeust Hligh Speed Rail Market and Demund Study. Fial Repori, North Carolina Depariment of
Transportation, Virgima Depariment of Rail and Public Transportation, South Carolina Department of
Transportation, Georgra Department of Transportation, Florida Depariment of Transportauon, Federal
Railroad Admimistration, August 1997

Parsons Transportation Group, fechmcal Monograph Transportation Planming jfor the Richmond-
Charloite Railroad Corridor, Federal Railroad Administration, January 2004

Potennal Improvements io the Washigion-Richmond Ratlroad Corrrlor, Natwnal Railroad Passenger
Corporation, May 1999



MMPT through a “Y" interchange to return to 11s southern travel Case 3(a) and 3(b) are
identical except that 3(a) proceeds through Griffin, Georgia, as in cases 1, and 2 Case
3(b) uses a new nght-of-way cornidor roughly tracking 1-75 which avoids Gniffin
altogether The I-75 option 1s used for all the other cases as shorter and less disruptive
than roughly tracking the NS, pnimanly single track alignment, between Atlanta and
Macon

The technology considered will include

90 and [ 10 mph diesel option roughly follows existing freight railroad alignment
with new single or double concrete tie track  Single track sharcs cross-overs with
and trackage with the freight railroad, some high speed sidings, and the closing of
most grade crossings

125 mph diesel option mimimize track sharing with freight railroad, very few
grade crossings allowed, significant new ROW required

150 mph diesel option no track sharing with freight except where speeds drop
below 125 mph near stations, no grade crossings, mostly new ROW, all new
double concrete ties track

150 mph elcctric option same as above except addinonal ROW required for
clectnfication — poles to hang catenaries, substations and fencing

200 mph electric only Route as close to straight line between stations as possible,
extra ROW for electrification necessary, no track sharing except where speeds
drop below 125 mph entering and departing stations

A morc thorough explanation and description of the technology appears in Appendix G
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Table 2-1 Station Stop Options'

Case Case Case Case Case Case Case

Statlon Mileage 1 2 3 (a) 3 (b) 4 5 5
Charlotte, NC 0 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Charlotte
Airport, NC 7 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

Gastonia, NC 22 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

part;gburg. 77 Stop | Stop Stop  Stop Stop Stop
Spart/Green . : .
Alrport, SC 95 Stop P

Greanviile, SC 108 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

Clemson, SC 138 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop

Toccoa, GA 174 Stop Stop
Galnesville,
GA 209 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Aﬂa"‘; A"""h’ 256 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Atlanta, GA 262 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Atlanta
Airport, GA 272 Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop Stop
Griffin, GA 305 Stop Stop I-75
Macon, GA 365 Stop | Stop 1 Stop | Stop = Stop Stop  Stop i
1

1-Stations are identified with "Stop™ where stops are proposed, and arrows indicate the station 1s
not included for that case

The railled vehicle technology selected for study on the Macon-Atlanta-Greenville-
Charlotte rail corridor encompasses operations with operating speeds of 90, 110, 125,
150, and 200 mph For each scenano, an analysis of each running technology trip ime
performance (train performance calculation - TPC) and overall system operation provides
estimates for optimal running times, intended schedules and expected performance for all
SEervices
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The trainset configurations are defined to evaluate different technology options with
maximum operatng speeds ranging from 90-200 mph The existing track configuration 1s
denived from Ireight railroad track charts, and modified routes are developed for each
case studied With this input, the TPC derives the general mouon of a passenger consist
from a simplified yet verifiable calculation using Newtonian laws of motion, train
resistance, and molive propulsion power Volpe 1s using a TPC originally developed by
the University of Illinois i the mid-1970's, and more recently extensively modified by
Volpe to specifically evaluate passenger rail service The program has been vahdated,
calibrated, and utilized 1n rescarch by the Federal Railroad Administration OfTice of
Rescarch and Development

The table below shows one-way trip times for various technology and station stop
combinations

Table 2-2 Summary One-Way Trip Times Including Pad/Dwell

T
Case1 | Case 2 ! Case 3 (a) I Case 3(b) | Caso 4 . Case 5 ! Case 6
Charlotte to Atlanta
90 mph | 35 348 344 344 | g 340 an
110 mph 343 339 336 336 332 334 325
125 mph 255 250 248 246 243 243 231
* 150 mph 236 229 226 226 222 222 209
200 mph 222 213 | 208 | 208 203 204 146
Charlotte o Macon
90 mph 529 526 520 | 500 517 514 507
110 mph 521 517 511" 443 506 506 4 58
125 mph 4 05 400 351 345 347 344 336
150 mph 336 3N 323, 317 318 315 306
200 mph 3186 307 ] 257 251 251 | 248 235
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Figure 4-9 High-Speed Alignment between Gainesville, Georgla and
Doraville, Georgla

4 3 5 Atlanta Alternatives

There are two alternatives for approaching the major Atlanta high-speed station, 1 ¢ the
multi-modal passenger terminal (MMPT) One employs existing NS ROW, the “Decatur
Belt”, approaching the MMPT from the east The alternative uses CSX track through the
very busy wye between Simpsen and Edgewood and enters the MMPT from the west
The two alternatives are depicted 1n Figures 10 and 11 below The CSX track has heavy
freight traffic and does not exit the MMPT to the cast, but instead must “‘back™ out,
through the wye, before continuing south to rejoin NS ROW and continue to Macon The
preferred route 1s the longer eastern route along former NS ROW called the “Decatur
Belt”

The Decatur Belt
The Dccatur Belt Line (DBL) 1s the preferred alternative for several reasons Itis a

continuous movement through the MMPT, without any mancuverings that could cause
delays or potentially present safety problems The corridor can be exclusively dedicated
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to passenger traffic (up to the merge with CSX tracks afier Dekalb Avenue) Although it
will require new track, the ROW will allow two tracks and the existing structures, though
aged) exist to cross almost all streets  Only onc potential grade crossing will be required

The DBL separates from the cxisting Amirak route around Plasters Avenue Northeast,
Just north of 1-85 and crosses the interstate heading southeast The ROW (ravels
alongside the Ansley Golf Course and crosses under Piedmont Avenue (a four-lane,
undivided major thoroughfare) The track disappears in some development adjoining
Evelyn Street The DBL continues as a single track under Park Drive as well as under
Monroe Dnive and Virgima Avenue The track crosses over Ponce De Leon Avenuc over
a bridge that needs to be replaced Another bridge necding replacement crosses over
Virgima Avenue Further along the DBL a two-track bridge crossing Ralph McGill
Boulevard needs to be replaced The route then travels under the four-lane, divided
Freedom Parkway and one of 1ts ramps before continuing under Highland Avenue The
underpass at Edgewood will need to be upgraded

A grade crossing of Lake Avenue will either need to be eliminated or otherwise
protected, just north of the Edgewood underpass From Edgewood to Dekalb 1s
approximately 680 feet Adjacent to Dekalb Avenue 1s the clevated MARTA transit
structure traveling between the King Memonial Station and Inman Park The CSX tracks
that the DBL nceds to merge with to approach the MMPT are on the other side of the
transit structures from Dekalb

A grade crossing at this location 1s possible, although 1t would disrupt traffic on Dekalb
and may require some alterations to the MARTA structures  The high-speed train should
be travehng at less than 80 mph at this location, decelerating as 11 approaches the MMPT
Rasing Dekalb over the tracks would cut off some access to adjacent streets but could be
done without impacting the underpasses beneath the tracks at Boulevard and Krog

Once on the CSX property an arrangement must be made with CSX to share track or fit
another track into a very narrow ROW crossing 1-75  Unless the freight railroad and the
high-speed line share tracks, the bridges over Jesse Hill Dnve and Piedmont Avenue will
have to be reconstructed Even 1if track 15 shared, these overpasses may need
rehabilitation  The route goes underground at Courtland Strect, passes under a parking
garage and Central Avenuc and Pryor before arrniving at the MMPT  Leaving the MMPT
will not present as many interesting engineering concerns as approaching it

Turning the dilapidated brick building shown n Figure 12 into the mulumodal hub
envisioned will be a major cost For the Decatur Belt Alternative, additional cost will be
required to expand the underground space at the left of Figure 12 to accommodate the
passenger track
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Figure 4-10 Alternative Routes through Atlanta
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Flgure 4-11 Approaching the MMPT
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Figure 4-12 The Site of the Proposed MMPT Showing the existing NS and
CSX Tracks on the Left and the MARTA Lines (In the Trenches) on the
Right

The All CSX Alternative

The other potential route follows CSX active alignment to the west and, after entering
“the wye”, around Simpson Street Northwest, south into the MMPT This route has no
possibility of continuing south once 1t has entered the MMPT  The train must backup
past Simpson Street before continuing south to join the same route used by the DBL to
travel to the airport station  Although the mancuver only costs this route five minutes in
extra time, the complexity of maneuver adds a potential for additional delays as well as
safety problems Amtrak may not accept this route which may make 1t no alternative at
all The route 1s only approximately . mile shorter than the DBL which at an average of
90 mules per hour 1s less than one minutes traveling ime difference

The CSX Alternative begins where the DBL splits off at Plasters Avenuc Northwest It
continues southwest along I-85 on existing freight ROW It turns southeast at the Foster
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Street wye and continues on CSX ROW, turming more easlerly at the Simpson Street

wye Although, generally, there appears to be sufficient space to accommodate two high-
speed tracks, after Simpson Street, 1t may be necessary to use the freight track most of
the way into the station The foundry Street crossing probably will need to be eliminated

4 3 6 Atlanta ioc Macon Georgia

There are two proposed alternatives for the route from Atlanta to Macon One
approximately uses existing NS alignment through Gniffin, Georgia, while the other by-
passes Griffin altogether, breaks off from the NS south of the Atlanta airport and
approximately follows 1-75 to Macon The blue route through Griffin is tortuous and
substantially longer than the I-75 allernative  Using the alternative represents a 10 to 20
minute difference 1n trip time (at 200 and 90 mph, respectively) with no stop 1n Griffin 1n
either case

For the I-75 altermative, the highway ROW can be used 1n most places, and the median
between the north and south lanes can also be used (particularly 1 employing a single
track)

Figure 4-13 Two Alternative Routes between Atlanta and Macon, Georgia
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MULTI-STATE PARTNERSHIP RELEASES STUDY ON HIGH SPEED RAIL OPTIONS
Study Finds High Speed Rail Feasible in Charlotte-Macon Corridor

RALEIGH, N.C — Transportation officials from Georgia, South Carolina and North Carolina
have relcased a feasibility study that asscsscs the implementation of high speed passenger train
service south between Charlotie, N C, Greenville, S C, Atlanta, Ga and Macon, Ga as an
extension of the Washington, D C to Charlotte Southeast High Speed Rail corndor (SEHSR)

The United States Congress authorized a program of national high speed rail corridors in 1991 The
SEHSR n Virgimia and North Carolina was one of the (ive ongal corridors designated by the
USDOT 1n 1992 In 1998, the USDOT extended the cormidor into South Carolina, Georgia and
Florida

The Charlotte-Macon Southeast 1high Speed Rail Cormnidor study assesses the capacily and speed
capabilities of the cornidor and estimates possible ridership, revenue, operating and capital costs
associated with extending high-speed passenger rail from Charlotte, N C to Macon. Ga, along the
I-85 cormdor The report also addresses the feasibility of train speeds up to 150 mules per hour,
including new track construction n locations that would increase speeds and avowd congested areas
The study was conducted by the Volpe National Transportation Systems Center in Cambridge,
Mass

“Thus cffort supports our sharcd belief that we must scriousty consider -- and plan for —
transporiation aliernatives in these rapidly developing areas,” said Georgia Transportiation
Commuissioner Gena Evans “Given the growth our states continue 10 experience, we must explore
every tool n our tool box in order to move the needle on transportation reform ™

South Carolina Transportation Secretary H B “Buck” Limehouse, Jr noted *‘This Southeast
corrxdor 15 recognized as one of the top mega-regions of the nation We absolutely must be planning
ways to connect 1t with our neighbors to the northeast in energy-responsible ways This analysis
helps to better position oursclves for high speed rail should sufficient funding be appropriated ™

The Charlotte-Macon corridor study marks the next phase in the overall development of high-speed
rail in the Southeast The North Carolina Department of Transportation and Virginia Department of
Rail and Public Transportation began 1miial environmental work in the mid-1990s on the
Washington-Charlotte portion of SEHSR



*“We’ve been working with Virginia on the SEHSR comidor for over a decade now and are pleased
to s¢e this initiative progress further,” said North Carolina Transportation Secretary Lyndo Tippett
“We look forward 1o our continucd partnership with Georgia and South Carolina to link these
important centers of cconomic activity ™

The study builds upon a prior study 1n 2004 which assessed the feasibility of high speed rail service
in this corndor at three relatively “lower™ speeds 79 mph, 90 mph, and 110 mph It proposed using
existing rail tracks for the most part with some modifications

Both studies concluded that high speed rail passenger service in this corridor 1s feasible State
transportation officials from all three states agree the completed study lays the groundwork for more
detailed analyscs

¢ New travel surveys that would obtain actual origin and destination data from travelers n the
comidor

¢ Sccond, more thorough ndership/revenue projections using the travel data and cxtending the
model to the major markets in the north, including Washington DC, New York and Boston

¢ Fnally, the two preceding efforts would feed into a Tier | nvironmental Impact Study
(EIS), which would begn the Federally-mandated EIS process conducted for a potential
transportation infrastructure mvestment of this type The Tier I EIS 15 a National
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) document that estabhshes the overall project
purpose, approach and cormndor location and size

High speed rail service, where appropriate, will provide business and leisure travelers with a
competitive alternative to awr and auto for trips between 100 and 500 miles

Virgimia, North Carolina, South Carolina and Georgia are working together with the busmess
communities in each state to plan, develop and implement high speed rail in the Southeast If
mmplemented, the system would be developed incrementally, upgrading existing rail rights of way
where possible The complete Volpe Study can be viewed online at www_sehsr org

il

Contact

Dawvid Spear, Press Sccrctary, Georgia DOT, (404) 631-1825

Pete Poore, Director of Communications, South Carolina DOT, (803) 737-1270
Joan Bagherpour, North Carolina DOT, (919) 733-7245 ext 261



ATTACHMENT 6



N
N codas g coon Atlanta Tonnage Map
enne Blue Ridge Legend Tonnage Milions of Gross Tons| v EToGieamd-
0.00-2.99 S
§ ®  Cites 3,00 - 9.99 S puldth ™
o -- COUNYLINGS e 10,00 - 24.99 | i
Inferstate HWY  capmeageee—y 05.00-49.99 N -
175 Raliroad Nom =—— 5000-74.99 |
Marietta LY corm oo o 75.00-99.99
\ ;ch;; =F“é"3.2.§2“3§n§§om - > 100 Norcross
NS = Notfo k Southern Note Mop not to scale —
‘2-8? 85 | To Athen
Smym 269, Chamblegg®. Z
nings ‘2:0-9 f‘?’
Buckhesd FD
Rome Edno
Aus Qo) J ton
Y 4 an.
—— y Em
To Brmingham FultonCo
_[ 20 ] % Alianta
ecatur, CSx
;'F-'«':'&"ru fer o To Augd
Pk ——
9 285/ '
¥l _
U ——
e COX ; [=—1
s - 20
166 de ~—
Note lonnage Estimatas were ‘]
East coiculoted using the atest
POlnT | pub'lsl?ec rafoqa fonnage sources
> ﬁﬁaﬁ.ﬂm (2001] |
! l\_| opevile , GDOI shertne slmihcs ).
285 e
675
Hartsfleld 4~ -
46‘ Ftarg}lsg Ft Gllem
Union ' I : M
Map By Dave Cox ) "! I
o LaGrange Georgia Department of Transportation
Montgomery 1 Office of Intermodal Programs 2
Last Updated Octobser 3, 2005
/ Vl:slt u:gt- WWV\‘I:DOTrSTATE GA US i JoneSboro
l .| Or Search for us oniine, nter *GDOT RAIL" | To Macon 0 MOoG \
To Waycross ) j O i
via Senola & Coidele



